Abstract. Urban citizenship is a frequent topic in studies in social sciences and it carries many different and ambiguous meanings. This paper is focused on the studies of urban citizenship as a type of the new concepts of citizenship, which is based on the idea that the city is a primary social and political community within which individuals and groups should exercise their rights. Contemporary demands for urban citizenship are mostly seen as a corrective of the neoliberal policy and unequal social power reflected on the use of space, and they are based on the viewpoint that a more inclusive policy is needed, which would include more citizens in decision making with regard to the (city) space. In this way, its pronounced commercial and consumer function would be reduced, and its use value would increase. In addition to urban citizenship being related to the idea of the right to the city at the theoretical and practical level, it is also based on the concept of citizenship (as a broader term under which it falls) and this paper also points to its variations.
INTRODUCTION "People make cities, but cities make citizens."
Richard Rogers
The very idea of urban citizenship is not quite new, if we take into account Lefebvre's concept of the right to the city. In the 1960s, this author fought for expanding the rights that would accompany place of residence, i.e. be based on the principle of belonging and loyalty to the city. He starts from the point that class inequalities are basic social inequalities and that they can be overcome in the place of their greatest manifestation: within the city space. Therefore, the city is a central place of class conflict, so the struggle against such inequalities has to take place on city ground. A basic demand is that everyone residing in a city must have the right to make decisions related to it: they are to be asked about the use (utilization) of the space, as well as about its production (Lefebvre 2008 ). Lefebvre's "formula" put this way allows an extension, in other words, in addition to the analysis from the perspective of class inequalities, it can be used for other diverse social groups and identities and their claim to the right to the city. Two interconnected challenges -globalization and multiculturalism -represent an especially significant context for contemporary deliberations on Lefebvre's postulates. They generate numerous problems, which are pointed to by different "repressed" actors, who want to affirm their values through claiming the right to the city. In each of these cases that can be studied (the right to the city of foreigners, gender inequalities, the LGBT perspective, ecological and other rights), the understanding that the city is a primary social environment of people is reactualized, and as such it has to be the central level of regulation of social relations, as well as the concept that the connection between the city and citizenship, although sometimes disturbed, is in fact unbreakable. This position is affirmed in the words of James Holston and Arjun Appadurai: "Although one of the essential projects of nation-building has been to dismantle the historic primacy of urban citizenship and to replace it with the national, cities remain the strategic arena for the development of citizenship" (Holston and Appadurai 2003, 296) . From this, it becomes clear that, in addition to being based on Lefebvre's idea of the right to the city, urban citizenship is also derived from the concept of citizenship, so it can be said that urban citizenship is, actually, based on the synthesis of the two mentioned concepts.
Urban citizenship is frequently discussed within studies of citizenship, sociology, political geography and other social sciences. Nevertheless, it appears that the more this concept is used, the less it can be grasped, so sometimes its full meaning is not entirely clear. The confusion regarding the use of urban citizenship partly originates from the difficulties which follow the very term of citizenship, as a broader term into which urban citizenship falls. Historical transformations of citizenships and the figure of a citizen and their theoretical ambiguity (from Aristotle to contemporary conceptualizations) have indeed affected a certain kind of hypertrophy of the meaning of this term, enriching it, on the one hand, but also broadening it, on the other. In this sense, when we speak and write about citizenship today, we have different ideas and practices in our mind, from identifying citizenship with belonging to a state, to the understanding of citizenship as a concept that encompasses inhabitants of a city or a state, and finally to the notion according to which under the term of citizenship the concepts of civil rights, civil activism and various other phenomena are studied. This clearly shows that citizenship carries many different meanings, from formal and legal to ethical, and finally to those that can fall into the category of practice and activity.
CITIZENSHIP AND URBAN CITIZENSHIP
Falling under citizenship, urban citizenship is also burdened by perplexities and conceptual multivocality, thus reading papers dealing with this topic gives an impression of a rich and complex concept, but also, sometimes, not entirely clearly defined. In this paper, we rely on the understanding of urban citizenship as the concept of citizenship, which due to claiming the rights to the city by foreigners (immigrants) and various other social groups and identities, is based on the demand for greater autonomy of cities and in turn on the concepts of rights and duties. In order to define urban citizenship, we will use the meaning provided by Luis Eduardo Guarnizo, which sees the phenomenon of urban citizenship as that of citizenship which is located on the lower territorial scale, based on the idea of the right to the city, which originates as an inclusive response to neoliberalism and globalization (Guarnizo 2012, 15) . Greater autonomy of cities, which would indeed need a more developed concept of urban citizenship (in the sense of the rights being delegated from the city), is seen today by many influential theorists as a necessary measure which could establish a certain balance between the needs and the rights of capital, on the one hand, and the needs and the rights of citizens, on the other. Different organizations, associations and movements for the right to the city mostly tend to level the present misbalances, so the presentation of their work is an important segment of the picture of the phenomenon of urban citizenship.
The demands that originate in the call for urban citizenship are frequently based on emphasizing legal spheres and formalization of the principle and relations of an individual towards a political community (in this case, a city), such as, for instance, the right to vote at the local level for non-citizens. However, studying the domain of the moral dimension of citizenship (emotional-identity dimension of citizens and its inherent values) indicate that the formal-legal framework (primarily that of belonging to a country) needs to be overcome by supplementing and expanding the right which results from other regulatory levelsnational, and indeed urban. Urban citizenship rests on this position, starting from the fact that, regardless of legal equality of all, social inequalities beyond the law overflow into the everyday life and reflect on the space that we inhabit; therefore, cities, being the most immediate environments in which an individual creates relationships and communicate, must be those political communities which are to have more significance in regulating civil rights through their decisions and regulations. What clearly follows is that the concept of urban citizenship is regarded as a collective of citizenship and belonging to a country. Therefore, being a citizen from this perspective means participating in the social life of a community, engaging, being an active member of the community and being asked about important decisions made in that community, and for something like that, formal citizenship (nationality or having a passport), is not sufficient. Moreover, it must not be the only criterion for regulating rights, because a large part of the city inhabitants (foreigners, i.e. immigrants) would be left out of the community and made non-citizens; this would not have positive effects not only on them, but also on the entire community. A solid community has to be built only through respect, acknowledgement and inclusion of all the citizens who live in a city, exactly as Lefebvre demanded it.
It should be emphasized that urban citizenship appears and is regarded as one of the new concepts of citizenships, 1 more precisely, the one that emphasizes the importance of the territorial dimension of citizenship, i.e. territorial level or scale, which represents an actual political framework within which the entire dynamics of citizenship takes place.
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In the case of urban citizenship, the territorial scale, the importance of which is stressed, is the city, as the basis of realization of the relation between an individual and the community (this does not negate other entities of belonging, such as national or supranational, they are complemented by this). 
THE ROLE OF CITIES AND URBAN HEGEMONY
Urban citizenship is essentially connected with the issue of city autonomy as a political center within a wider political system. The idea that cities should have power comparable to that of a province is based on the fact that they are unified wholes with specific needs that cannot be entirely satisfied if they remain dependent on the state and regional centers of power. Broadbent, for instance, demonstrates on the example of Canadian cities how health and immigration policy are dependent on decisions of regional governments, although the dynamics in these social segments is significantly different in the cities from those at the regional level. Although they have economic power, cities are dependent on higher instances when it comes to political decisions, which hinder their progress (Broadbent 2009 ). The mentioned idea does not undermine the reason for the existence of the state community, nor does it call for its demise. It is rather an idea compatible with the principle of subsidiarity, a rational principle of decentralization, which grants greater autonomy to lower territorial levels (in this case cities) in relation to the provinces, state or supranational bodies, and is based on the idea that only those issues which the lower levels cannot effectively solve can be left to higher authorities (more in : Vujaĉić 2002) . More broadly, subsidiarity sees its actors in individuals, as well as in associations, organizations and other local initiatives, believing that all of them can contribute to the local community and society with their strengths. Therefore, it begins with all social actors at the micro level and moves to wider governing structures that are at the top of the state or to supranational communities, such as the EU. 4 The idea of urban citizenship finds inspiration in the principle of subsidiarity, because subsidiarity, as well as the concept of urban citizenship, rests on the assumption of a strong civil society as a counterpart to the state, that is, they are both in favor of establishing authorities from the bottom up (bottom-up principle) and they call for more society and less state.
Mark Purcell (2003) shares a similar understanding regarding the need for a larger role of cities in the context of thinking about the concept of citizenship. Thinking about the right to the global city, Purcell upgrades Lefebvre's concept by placing it into a contemporary context. Purcell speaks of three crucial changes (in inseparable and intertwined processes) which affect the concept of citizenship. Firstly, there is a rescaling of the social power, which moves from the national state to suprainstitutions (like the EU) and sublevels (regions, cities, boroughs). The second change is reterritorialization that weakens the territoriality and sovereignty of the nation state and sheds light upon the existence of many political loci and memberships. As the third change, Purcell mentions reorientation, where many layers and multiplied identities blur the significance of national identity as the most important. These changes make the basic context which affirms the role of cities as the primary arenas of civil dynamics (Purcell 2003) . Purcell considers urban citizenship as a concept of citizenship which should replace the dominant liberal-democratic form, through which the right to the city is given to international corporations, and diminished for the inhabitants of cities. The right to use the city space, as well as the right to participate in decision-making on the impact on the production of the space of a (global) city as a living space are directly endangered when the space is intended exclusively for consumerism without consulting citizens (Purcell 2003, 565-579) . 5 Purcell believes that the solution for this conflict lies in the transfer of the power to decide from the state to the city, that is, he claims that it is necessary to replace the hegemony of the nation state with the model of urban hegemony, which confirms the importance of a territorial level for citizenship as such.
One way to correct the given social picture is the institute of the right to vote at the local level for non-citizens. Namely, a large number of immigrants who have legal residence in the countries of the West, after a certain number of years (which each country specifies independently, and it is often ten years), acquire citizenship and therefore political rights, above all the right to vote.
6 By becoming citizens, they become an important target group of potential voters for politicians, whom they need to win over, and for that reason they frequently make favors. However, besides the integration at the national level, there are increasingly more initiatives for immigrants to obtain the right to vote at local elections, even if they do not have citizenship, but are legal inhabitants (non-citizen voting). Such practices, which fall under the political right to the city, have already been introduced in some places. For instance, in six cities of the state of Maryland this is already the case, and there are also examples in cities of Columbia, Ireland, New Zealand, Chile, and so on (in more than 26 countries). A special model of this kind has already been practiced in supranational communities, such as the EU and the British Commonwealth. However, it is believed that the introduction of this innovation in New York would have a special meaning in winning the political rights, since New York City frequently serves as a role model for other cities and countries in the world. The bill is currently under consideration, and it proposes that all city inhabitants obtain the right to vote at the local level, if they have legally lived in the city for at least six months. This act is justified, among other things, by the fact that many people without citizenship contribute, through their taxes and work, not only to the budget but also the better functioning of the city (no taxation without representation). Besides, it is rather clear that it those who live in a city and use its services that can also decide what needs to be changed, introduced, canceled and so on. The city has to belong to those who inhabit it, just like Lefebvre proclaimed.
Naturally, there are also counterarguments, which are mostly heard from republicans, but also from some intellectuals, who are concerned about the dignity of the institution of 5 Purcell mentions an example by which citizens entitled to Los Angeles should have the right to participate in decision-making within a transnational corporation located in Chicago or any other city or state, because the operation of that corporation by relocation of capacities affects the space and lifestyle of Los Angeles citizens (Purcell 2003, 578) . 6 A program called Cities for Citizenship has been running for a long time in the United States, and its goal is to increase the number of foreigners with citizenship by facilitating the procedures for obtaining it, with cities having a key administrative and informative role in managing these programs (http://citiesforcitizenship.com/). citizenship. They believe that its reputation and significance has depreciated, because such easy access to the possibility of political participation sends the message that it is not important to put any effort into naturalization, that is, into the process of learning about the history, language and the culture of the USA, because one can also become a citizen without this effort. This, as they believe, undermines the very state and its sovereignty (https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/apr/02/new-york-city-non-citizens-localelections). This debate is still ongoing, but it appears that the right to the city will win over the institution of citizenship in this case, that is, cities will gain autonomy in relation to the national context.
A similar campaign regarding the political right to the city has also been fought in Canada for quite a long time, since there is no consensus. The actors believe that the time of globalization and migrations has changed our understanding of participation and citizenship, and that urban citizenship is an idea that is quite suitable for a new global constellation of relations (Siemiatycki 2006; Steindorff 2014 ). Siemiatycki starts from a simple and accurate statement: "Local elections are the concern of local communities. Citizens without citizenship are members of the local communities who contribute to their development" (Siemiatycki 2006, 168) . This is not the case in some political and philosophical fiction, but specific everyday issues which have to be resolved by the consensus or the will of the majority of members who make up a community. In some boroughs of Toronto, there are more than 30% of immigrants and they do not have voting rights when it comes to making decisions related to their particular borough. This hinders finding common solutions for issues that are of significance, specifically for a particular borough.
Charters on the right to the city also emphasize the idea that all who inhabit a city and its boroughs must have the right to political participation. They should be allowed to participate in local debates concerning the production of space, urban planning and improvement of the existing conditions in favor of citizens. It is preferable to affirm more frequent meetings of citizens in local communities, and especially to include marginalized groups (such as women) and immigrants in such activities. This demand falls under inclusive citizenship in the charters, which assumes equal rights to vote regardless of whether citizens permanently inhabit the city or are in transit (those who live in the city only temporarily). If a large number of citizens are excluded from making decisions, based on their ethnicity or formal status, this can seriously disintegrate the community, since it will not respond to the needs of the citizens, and decisions made in such a community will not reflect the real state of affairs. For that reason, the benefit of inclusive citizenship is huge, not only for those who are given the right to vote, but also for the entire city, which becomes a better integrated community by appreciating all of its inhabitants. Crime and other urban pathologies that are present in quarters dominated by immigrants can be reduced in this way, since instead of being marginalized, these people are offered a stronger sense of belonging and importance. In a broader sense, we can certainly state that the act of giving the right to vote at the local level contributes to stronger direct, participative democracy, which is a necessary mechanism for balancing, that is, for redistribution of social power in the time of neoliberalism.
PRACTICE, ACTORS AND CONFLICTS
The practice of urban citizenship assumes the study of social activism in the sense of the realization of the right to the city. A basic social context for such practices is neoliberal (urban) policy which produces conflicts between two opposing sides: the global economic elite and citizens who inhabit the city. Local institutions frequently favor the interests of capital, putting it before the needs of citizens, which is the reason for creating a specific social ambient filled with tension in which all entrepreneurial functions of the city take primacy over the social ones (Petrović 2009 ). The tendency of neoliberal policy to revitalize these conflicts by promoting the ideology of consumerism and reducing citizens to consumers should be added, so even in the domain of the formation of urban citizenship (primarily at the conceptual and also at the practical level), the conflicts between the principles of cosmopolitism, the development of a multicultural global culture and the culture of consumerism become apparent.
There are many civil actors, represented by organizations and movements for the right to the city, who attempt to correct the mentioned "injustice". One of the more important organization is Right to the City Alliance, founded in 2007, whose aim is to extend racial,
LGBT, ecological and other kinds of justice and democracy for all inhabitants. The activity of this organization is limited to the USA, i.e. it is a national association, but it is also mentioned that it has ambitions to act on a wider scale. During the first decade of this century, several conferences were held, some of which contributed to the formulation of the basic principles of the World Charter for the Right to the City. This and other declarations on the right to the city have a positive role, because they draw attention to different segments of the right to the city and vulnerable groups and identities with their systematic and normative approach and the call to solidarity. Their results are not huge, but they contribute to shedding some light on the issue of the right to the city and its importance in relation to civil rights. Besides movements and organizations, activities for promoting the right to the city are also conducted within some important global institutions. HABITAT conferences focused on all aspects of life in modern cities, current problems and networking of actors who could make their solutions possible. The HABITAT project was a part of the United Nations, and the last conference (HABITAT III) was held at the end of 2016 in Quito (Ecuador). The outcome of this large conference was the Urban Agenda, which contains a framework plan for city development in the next twenty years, i.e. until 2036, when a new conference, HABITAT IV is planned. The predominant topics include ecology, poverty, residence, immigration and other increasingly burning issues in the world.
Certainly, there are also other numerous organizations and projects which raise issues of the right to space, and from time to time, these battles are won.
7 This is primarily the case with ecological rights, different minorities, LGBT and cultural rights, but also existential rights, when it comes to, for instance, the cases of poor citizens marginalized both in the social and spatial way. This palette of demands indicates the need to overcome the traditional Marxist approach, which places the working class in the focus of the struggle. Authors such as Harvey emphasize that all citizens today are affected in some way by capitalistic predatory practices, the effects of which are primarily felt in the city space (Harvi 2013, 179) . Therefore, all categories of citizens need to be studied in the sense of their capacities to act, instead of feeling remorse for the failure of the proletariat. 8 However, there are numerous difficulties in the sense of realizing large changes regarding the right to the city and thus vitalizing the concept of urban citizenship. First and foremost, actors are fragmented and although they usually have the same interests, they are not directed to homogenous action. Harvey sees the reasons for their dispersion in the fact that they are still in the process of creation, but also in the fact that they are ideologically diverse and do not have political coherence.
9 What is also important (but insufficiently present) is the networking of the urban projects between different cities and movements outside the borders of a single country. If this does not happen, what can be achieved at most are certain concessions by the government regarding reforms, but nothing of essence. The struggle, therefore, has to be persistent, networked, geographically spread and expanded to more territorial levels, whereby cities play the crucial role. In addition to fragmentation, antagonism is another obstacle which appears sometimes between actors who should be on the same side. In the context of neoliberal urban policy, a competitive atmosphere is created in which many actors fight, even aggressively, for self-promotion and fulfillment of their own rights, which produces new conflicts and does not contribute to the common good. Margit Mayer mentions a common example from the practice that urban movements consisting of middle-class citizens successfully prevent a certain facility from being built in their neighborhood, but as a result of it, a new location is found in a part of the city with poorer citizens, who have neither the capacity nor the social capital to fight for their rights (Mayer 2005, 291) . Such and similar examples illustrate that problems related to the realization of the right to the city are frequently not solved, but only pushed from hand to hand without essential and lasting changes.
Criticism is also directed against organizations of civil society, which, although playing an important part when it comes to promoting interests of marginalized groups, are not always entirely efficient at solving urban problems. It can be heard that they are aimed only at finding instant solutions for the needs of marginalized groups, and that they contribute to the reproduction of ghetto economy, as well as that, instead of putting pressure on institutions, new old divisions are made within cities as a consequence of the activities of the NGO sector (Mayer 2005, 288) . Having in mind the mentioned difficulties and the fact that even when they act together, movements and organizations hardly come into the field of official politics, obtaining the right to the city appears to be a complex and difficult task.
CONCLUDING REMARKS
A general conclusion indicates that acquiring the right to the city, as well as different practices which lead in that direction, tend to combine a formal-legal and a moral-8 Harvey thinks that it is necessary to abandon the traditional attitude of the working class as the one that will be the most important actor of change, because the industries in the world have fallen, and with them the traditional working class. Instead, today we have the precariat, as a low paid, temporary and unorganized urban workforce, which is why the importance of cities (instead of factories) as places of potential major social changes is growing. 9 In a wider sense, reasons may also be sought in the lifestyles of individuals and social groups in metropolises, which are nothing but a daily strategy of survival (Petrović 2009, 177). axiological dimension, and they do this by affirming the latter, which is, as it is shown, often present. The disagreement between the normative and the real confirms that, although the national concept of citizenship (embodied in official citizenship) did have an emancipative role in the past, when applied to contemporary society shows many cracks and flaws. The supranational forms of regulatory bodies, their declarations and institutions can help in crossing this gap, since they communicate with citizens beyond nation states in their tendency to provide rights and dignities to them, but they are also not sufficient because they are too far removed from an individual and his or her everyday experience in their micro-environment. Because of that, urban citizenship, as the formula which enables communication between an individual and the city as the primary and immediate social and political environment of a person, could be a corrective that would fill in the gaps of citizenship and correct the flaws of a supranational mechanism for the protection of civil rights, which frequently look better on paper than in practice. The demands for urban citizenship assume that belonging to a country should be complemented by other types of regulations which are closer to everyday life, because that would allow a (urban) citizen to be asked, and to be given an opportunity to make decisions on resources and the space where he or she lives. For this reason, the claim for urban citizenship is nothing more than the struggle against democratic deficit through the expansion of the right to the space.
The prospect of this concept of citizenship, which is primarily based in cities, is largely dependent on civil activism. However, as it appears, a diversity of demands and the disconnection between actors indicate that the political dimension of citizenship has died out to some extent, because it was pushed back by the consumer society which produces the citizen-consumer as the dominant figure. Erich Fromm wrote about this phenomenon back in the 1950s, while describing an individual as alienated from all spheres of life, even from the civil society and the political sphere (From 2016, 133-138) . The alienated, that is, depoliticized citizen becomes a good "subject" of the neoliberal consumer system, who can easily be manipulated, because their critical edge is taken from them. Based on what is said, the politicization of the citizen is one of the most important tasks in the direction of the correction of the system towards the creation of a just society, and politicization of the right to the city is the first and fundamental step towards this goal. It is understandable that engaged theory and social thought are not enough to create a political citizen, i.e. an interested and active individual. As Harvey says, the movement for the right to the city in the 1960s did not come from Lefebvre's theory, but from practice, i.e. everyday problems put by the government before citizens. Following Harvey's point, it can be expected that a further increase in contradictions, i.e. the polarizations which are produced by capitals, and the discontent of citizens will become larger and larger, until they finally peak in increasingly more frequent and massive urban insurgences, to which the political and economic elite could not turn a blind eye.
